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ON TEE GRaRTH PERPORMANCE OF YEARLIFG 5l"ERRS 
D. L .  Whit t i ng ton  
Department of Animal and Range Sciences 
BEEF REPORT 
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Summary 
Growth response t o  a  s i n g l e  implant was measured i n  y e a r l i n g  s t e e r s  grazing 
n a t i v e  range on two ranches i n  South Dakota. The s t e e r s  (724 head) were randomly 
a l l o t t e d  on each ranch t o  e i t h e r  a  Ralgro. Compudose, Synovex-S o r  no implant 
t reatment .  Implants were administered according t o  manufacturers 
recommendations. The y e a r l i n g s  were weighed a t  t h e  time of implant ing i n  t h e  
sp r ing  and again  116 t o  148  days l a t e r .  The e a r s  of t h e  s t e e r s  r ece iv ing  
Compudose were pa lpa ted  a t  t h e  end of t h e  t r i a l  t o  determine r e t en t ion .  The 
weight advantage of implanted s t e e r s  over c o n t r o l s  ranged from 12.1 t o  30.1 l b .  
A l l  implants.  Ralgro, Compudose and Synovex-S improved ga ins  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
(PC.05) over  c o n t r o l s  except one case  where the  Compudose advantage of 12.1 l b  
over  c o n t r o l s  was no t  s i g n i f i c a n t  (P>.05).  Pa lpa t ion  of t h e  e a r s  revealed t h a t  
Compudose r e t e n t i o n  was e x c e l l e n t  f o r  t h e  y e a r l i n g  c a t t l e .  The weighted average 
improvement i n  g a i n  of 22.3 l b  was worth $14.51 on a  $65 y e a r l i n g  market o r  a  
t o t a l  of $10,510 f o r  t h e  724 y e a r l i n g s  eva lua ted  i n  t h i s  study. This  c l e a r l y  
i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  economic advantage of implanting. 
(Key Words: Implants,  Growth Performance, Yearl ing S tee r s ,  Native Range.) 
In t roduct ion  
With today ' s  high product ion cos t s ,  t h e  rancher  needs t o  t a k e  f u l l  advantage 
of any t o o l ,  product or  management scheme which w i l l  r e t u r n  more n e t  d o l l a r s  t o  
h i s  e n t e r p r i s e .  Growth implants  i nc rease  the  n e t  r e t u r n  p o t e n t i a l  and have been 
shown t o  be c o s t  e f f e c t i v e .  Commercial companies now o f f e r  implants  which w i l l  
i nc rease  the  growth performance of suckl ing  ca lves  and y e a r l i n g s  on grass .  
Growth implants  a r e  descr ibed  a s  anabol ic  "compounds". This  simply means 
t h a t  they promote cons t ruc t ive  metabolism, genera l ly  inc reas ing  p r o t e i n  
depos i t ion .  This  is accomplished by low l e v e l s  of e s t rogen ic  o r  hormone-like 
substances which inc rease  p i t u i t a r y  s i z e  and t h e  s e c r e t i o n  of growth hormones 
which i n  t u r n  inc rease  p r o t e i n  deposi t ion.  Estrogens a r e  widespread i n  our  
normal phys io logica l  environment and i n  our food supply. I n  the  s t r i c t e s t  sense. 
an es t rogen is  a  phenolic  s t e r o i d  which i s  synthesized mainly i n  t h e  ovary bu t  
a l s o  i n  t h e  t e s t e s  and t h e  adrenal  cor tex .  The primary funct ion  of es t rogens  is  
t o  a f f e c t  va r ious  f a c e t s  of female reproduct ion and secondary sexual  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Extensive research  has shown t h a t  es t rogens  and substances wi th  
e s t rogen ic  a c t i v i t y  improve t h e  growth r a t e  and feed conversion of c a t t l e  when 
administered a t  r e l a t i v e l y  low l e v e l s .  
Ralgro, a s y n t h e t i c  substance which e x h i b i t s  e s t rogen ic  a c t i v i t y ,  known a s  
Zeranol is  a  fermentat ion product of Gibbere l la  zeae. Synovex implants a r e  from 
n a t u r a l  e s t rogens  and a r e  recommended f o r  s p e c i f i c  sexes.  Synovex-S f o r  s t e e r s  
i s  a  compound of 20 mg e s t r a d i o l  benzoate  p l u s  200 mg progesterone.  Compudose i s  
a l s o  a  n a t u r a l  es t rogen ,  estradiol-17B. The mode of a c t i o n  of a l l  implants  is  
b a s i c a l l y  t h e  same. 
The d e c i s i o n  a s  t o  which implant  t o  u se  o r  whether o r  n o t  implants  a r e  
b e n e f i c i a l  i s  a  r e a l  i s s u e  t o  producers.  Thus a d d i t i o n a l  l a r g e  s c a l e  f i e l d  
comparisons a r e  needed t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  b e n e f i t s  from implant ing a s  w e l l  a s  t o  
compare implants .  The o b j e c t i v e  of t h e s e  s t u d i e s  was t o  compare t h e  in f luence  of 
implants  on t h e  growth performance of y e a r l i n g  s t e e r s  graz ing  n a t i v e  summer 
range. 
Ma te r i a l s  and Methods 
The t r i a l s  were conducted w i t h  t h r e e  herds  of y e a r l i n g s  graz ing  s e p a r a t e l y  
on two ranches i n  South Dakota. I n  t o t a l .  724 y e a r l i n g  s t e e r s  were randomly 
a l l o t t e d  t o  r e c e i v e  a  s i n g l e  implant of e i t h e r  Ralgro. Compudose, Synovex-S o r  no 
implant t reatment .  The breed background on each y e a r l i n g  was taken i n t o  
cons ide ra t ion  t o  al low breed groups t o  be  a l l o t t e d  a c r o s s  t rea tments .  Implanting 
w a s  one of s e v e r a l  p rocesses  performed on t h e  y e a r l i n g s  i n  May of 1986. The 
process ing  a l s o  included ear tagging ,  f l y  tagging,  branding, dehorning i f  needed. 
v a c c i n a t i n g  and weighing. P r a c t i c e s  o t h e r  than  implant ing were t h e  same f o r  a l l  
y e a r l i n g s  w i t h i n  t h e  same group on t h e  same ranch. The y e a r l i n g s  grazed n a t i v e  
range f o r  116 t o  149 days and rece ived  no supplement. A t  t h e  end of t h e  
des igna ted  graz ing  per iod ,  t h e  y e a r l i n g s  were weighed i n d i v i d u a l l y  and those  i n  
t h e  Compudose t rea tment  were pa lpa ted  f o r  implant r e t en t ion .  The breeding on t h e  
y e a r l i n g s  d i f f e r e d  from ranch t o  ranch b u t  was uniform on t h e  same ranch. 
1 implants  were app l i ed  only once a t  t h e  i n i t i a t i o n  of t h e  t r ials  i n  mid- 
t o  e a r l y  May, 1986. Both Compudose and Synovex-S were adminis te red  subcutaneous 
i n  t h e  median s u r f a c e  of t h e  ear .  Ralgro was administered subcutaneously behind 
t h e  e a r  a t  t h e  base of t h e  head. 
The d a t a  a r e  r epo r t ed  f o r  each ranch l o c a t i o n  w i t h  a  summary f o r  a l l  
ranches. Analysis  of va r i ance  and l e a s t  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  were app l i ed  t o  
t h e  d a t a  t o  t e s t  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t rea tments  ( S t e e l  and Torr ie .  1960).  
Resu l t s  and Discussion 
Table 1 summarizes t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  s tudy.  The implant response ranged 
from 12.1 t o  30.1 l b .  A l l  implants.  Ralgro. Compudose and Synovex-S, improved 
ga ins  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  (P<.05) over  c o n t r o l s  except  one case  where t h e  Compudose 
advantage on Ranch C of 12.1 l b  over c o n t r o l s  was n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  (P>.05) .  
Although a t r end  was apparent  i n  t h e  d a t a  a s  t o  which implants  improved g a i n s  t h e  
g r e a t e s t ,  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  occurred between implant t rea tments .  Ralgro 
and Synovex-S implants  were c o n s i s t e n t  i n  r e s u l t i n g  i n  g r e a t e r  g a i n s  than  t h e  
Compudose-implanted c a t t l e .  The weighted average improvement i n  ga in  of 22.3 l b  
w a s  worth $14.51 on a  $65 y e a r l i n g  market o r  a t o t a l  of $10,510 f o r  t h e  724 
y e a r l i n g s  eva lua ted  i n  t h i s  study. This  c l e a r l y  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  economic 
advantage of implanting. 
Pa lpa t ion  of t h e  e a r s  of t h e  Compudose-implanted s t e e r s  revea led  t h a t  
implant  r e t e n t i o n  i n  y e a r l i n g  c a t t l e  i s  e x c e l l e n t  (99%). The apparent  problems 
w i t h  r e t e n t i o n  i n  y e a r l i n g  c a t t l e  when Compudose was f i r s t  in t roduced  has been 
overcome w i t h  an a n t i b i o t i c  coa t ing  on t h e  implant.  
I n  conc lus ion ,  a l l  t h e  imp lan t s  appeared t o  g i v e  an a n a b o l i c  response w i t h  
g a i n s  a l l  b e ing  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  t han  t h e  c o n t r o l s .  Ralgro and Synovex-S 
t r e a t m e n t s  were  c o n s i s t e n t l y  bu t  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  t han  t h e  
Compudose-treated y e a r l i n g s .  The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  s tudy  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  
r e p o r t e d  l i t e r a t u r e  and c l a ims  of t h e  independent  manufac ture rs .  
TABLE 1. SUMMER PERFORMANCE OF YEARLING STEERS RECEIVING ONE 
IMPLANT OF EITHER RALGRO, COMPUDOSE OR SYNOVEX-S 
Implant t rea tments  
Ranch Item Control Ral gro Compudose Synovex- S 
l b  
A (116 days) 
No. y e a r l i n g s  5 3 54  54 54  
Beg. w t  600.2 588.9 600.5 597.5 
Ending w t 838.8 857 -0  863.5 866.2 
Gain 238.6b 268.0a 262.9a 268.7a 
Advantage 0b 29.4a 24.3a 30 . la  
B (127 days) 
No. y e a r l i n g s  41 42 42 41 
Beg. w t  675.5 658.2 679.1 693 .O 
Ending w t 860.0 870.3 884.4 903.2 
Gain 184.5b 212.la 205.2a 210.la 
Advantage 0b 27.6a 20.7a 25.6a 
e (149 days) 
No. y e a r l i n g s  85 86 8 4 8 8 
Beg. w t  625.7 631.1 638.1 627.4 
Ending w t 825.3 847.6 849.8 850.9 
Gain 199.6b 216.5a 211.7ab 223.5a 
Advantage 0 b 16.9a 12. lab 2 3 . P  
Summary (131-day avg) 
No. y e a r l i n g s  17 9 182 1 80 1 83 
Beg. w t  629.5 624.9 636.4 633.3 
Ending w t 837.2 855.7 861.9 867.1 
Gain 207.7a 230.8b 225.5b 233.8b 
Advantage 0 a 23. l b  17.8b 26. l b  
- -  
anb Means i n  t h e  same raw not  shar ing  a common s u p e r s c r i p t  d i f f e r  (P< .05). 
